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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's amendment filed 11/19/2007. 
Accordingly the claims have been amended. 

Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election with traverse of Group I in the reply filed on 1 1/19/2007 is 
acknowledged. 

However, due to an omission in the previous office action of certain requirements 
regarding election with traverse this restriction is not made final. The omitted section is 
presented below. In replying to this office action applicant must specifically point out 
any supposed errors in the restriction requirement. 

The election of an invention may be made with or without traverse. To reserve a 
right to petition, the election must be made with traverse. If the reply does not distinctly 
and specifically point out supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election 
shall be treated as an election without traverse. Traversal must be presented at the time 
of election in order to be considered timely. Failure to timely traverse the requirement 
will result in the loss of right to petition under 37 CFR 1 .144. If claims are added after 
the election, applicant must indicate which of these claims are readable on the elected 
invention. 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the inventions are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the inventions to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is 
the case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable 
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over the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
1 03(a) of the other invention. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/19/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 4-5, 7 and 1 1 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding the 103 obvious design choice 
rejections of the previous office action, examiner asserts applicant's remarks are not 
persuasive. Applicant appears to arguing that the use of a plywood and not a 
composite wood provide advantages. However, in claims 3, 6, 8-10 of the previous 
office action it is clearly stated that the claimed method steps are what has not been 
disclosed as providing an advantage or solving a stated problem. Applicant has not 
sufficiently clarified how the specification does have such assertions and therefore this 
is not sufficient to overcome the rejections. Further examiner requests applicant review 
the previous office action where the design choice rejections clearly are provided with 
rational supporting the rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claim 1, 2, 7, 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Meyercord et al (1794194). 
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Regarding claims 1, 7: Meyercord discloses a method of forming a molded 
plywood door skin, comprising the steps of: 

providing a wood board having at least one ply of solid wood (Col. 2, line 58-60); 
conditioning the board with water (Coi. 2, lines 84-85); 

disposing the conditioned board in a contoured mold press having a mold cavity 
(Col. 2, lines 87-89); and 

deforming the board in the mold press using sufficient heat and pressure to form 
a molded door skin having contoured portions corresponding to said mold cavity (Col. 2, 
line 87- Col. 3, line 4). 

Regarding claim 2: The method of claim 1 , including the step of closing the mold 
press at a predetermined closure rate (where since the dies are closed there is an 
inherent predetermined closure rate as the mere fact that the dies are closed means 
there must be a rate of closure). 

Regarding claim 12-13: The method of claim 1,w herein the plywood board 
includes an exterior ply of solid natural wood (luan where applicant has defined luan to 
be a higher quality wood veneer over a composite core) and at least one interior core 
layer (Col. 1, lines 24-25) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1-14, 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Moyes (6312540). 

Regarding claims 1, 12-14: Moyes discloses a method of forming a molded 
wood door skin, comprising the steps of: 
providing a wood board (10); 

conditioning the board with water (49; Col. 6, lines 43-61); 

disposing the conditioned board in a contoured mold press having a mold cavity 
(21; Col. 7, line 64); and 

deforming the board in the mold press using sufficient heat and pressure to form 
a molded door skin having contoured portions corresponding to said mold cavity (Col. 8, 
lines 26-36). 

Moyes does not expressly disclose a plywood board having at least one ply of 
solid wood. However it is common and know in the art to use plywood (luan or 
otherwise; or having an interior core of a different core material) to make door skins 
(reference applicant's specification page 2, line 18 and page 3, lines 1-10). Further it is 
noted that Moyes does not restrict the wood material to just composite wood but 
throughout the disclosure it is stated "flat blank... preferably a wood composite" (as 
seen at least on Col. 5, lines 58-62) which is certainly restricted to only wood 
composites as Moyes does not teach away from using a plywood having at least one 
ply of solid wood. 

Therefore all of the component parts are known in either Moyes or as disclosed 
by applicant as being prior art. The only difference is the combination of the molding 
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process of Moyes with the plywood board having at least one ply of solid wood. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to mold the known 
plywood board with the process as taught by Moyes, since the molding process is in no 
way dependent on the type of wood board being molded and the combination achieves 
the predictable results of a clearly molded wooden door skin. 

Additionally it is noted that the method of Moyes discloses an improved molding 
process for wood material flat door blanks for making aesthetically pleasing door skins. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to try the 
molding process disclosed by Moyes on the claimed plywood board (as Moyes does not 
preclude plywood as a material) as a person of ordinary skill has good reason to pursue 
the known options within his or her technical grasp. In turn, because molded door skin 
as claimed has the properties predicted by the prior art, it would have been obvious to 
make the door skin using the method of molding disclosed by Moyes. 

Regarding claim 2: The method of claim 1 , including the step of closing the mold 
press at a predetermined closure rate (Col. 8, lines 26-36). 

Regarding claims 4-5: The method of claim 1, wherein said conditioning step 
includes exposing the plywood board to steam in an atmospheric chamber (Col. 6, lines 
59-61 ; where an atmospheric chamber or a pressurized sealed cavity are common and 
well known methods of steaming boards). 

Regarding claim 7: The method of claim 1, wherein said conditioning step 
includes soaking the plywood board in a water bath (Col. 6, Iines43-61). 
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Regarding claim 1 1 : The method of claim 1 , wherein said conditioning step 
increases moisture content of the plywood board to between about 9-15% (which is 
between about 10-40% as applicant has claimed; (Col. 6, line 49)). 

Regarding claim 3: Moyes discloses the method of claim 2 above but does not 
expressly disclose that the closure rate is between about 3 mm per minute and about 7 
mm per minute. However, Moyes does disclose that various closure rates are 
acceptable depending the specific features of the board. Further applicant has not 
disclosed that such a closure provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or 
solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the art furthermore would have 
expected applicant's claimed closure rate and that as disclosed by Moyes to perform 
equally well considering they both close the press at a constant predetermined rate. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the closure step of Moyes to be at a rate as claimed by 
applicant as such a modification appears to be a matter of mere design choice which 
fails patentably distinguish of the prior art of Moyes. 

Regarding claim 6: Moyes discloses the method of claim 5, but does not 
expressly disclose that the plywood board is exposed to steam in the pressurized, 
sealed cavity for at least about 30 minutes during said conditioning step. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to steam the board for 30 minutes 
because applicant has not disclosed that such a limitation provides an advantage, is 
used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the 
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art, furthermore, would have expected Moyes step of steaming, and applicant's 
invention to perform equally well with either the step of steaming taught by Moyes or the 
claimed step of steaming because both steps would perform the same function of 
moisturizing the board to an acceptable moisture content equally well considering. 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious to modify Moyes to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 6 because such a modification would have been 
considered a mere design consideration which fails to patentably distinguish over the 
prior art of Moyes. 

Regarding claim 8: Moyes discloses the method of claim 7, but does not 
expressly disclose that the plywood board is soaked in the water bath for at least about 
4 hours during said conditioning step. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to soak the board for 4 hours 
because applicant has not disclosed that such a limitation provides an advantage, is 
used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in the 
art, furthermore, would have expected Moyes step of soaking, and applicant's invention 
to perform equally well with either the step of soaking taught by Moyes or the claimed 
step of soaking because both steps would perform the same function of moisturizing the 
board to an acceptable moisture content equally well considering. 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious to modify Moyes to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 8 because such a modification would have been 
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considered a mere design consideration which fails to patentably distinguish over the 
prior art of Moyes. 

Regarding claims 9-10: Moyes discloses the method of claim 1 and further using 
surfactants to achieve a desired moisture pick-up (Col. 6, lines 54-56), but does not 
expressly disclose that the said conditioning step includes exposing the plywood board 
to a surface spray. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to condition the boards using a 
surface spray because applicant has not disclosed that such a limitation provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary 
skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Moyes step of conditioning, and 
applicant's invention to perform equally well with either the step of conditioning taught 
by Moyes or the claimed step of conditioning because both steps would perform the 
same function of moisturizing the board to an acceptable moisture content equally well 
considering. Further applicant has disclosed in the specification and claims several 
different steps of conditioning to be acceptable (such as a water bath or steaming). 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious to modify Moyes to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 9-10 because such a modification would have been 
considered a mere design consideration which fails to patentably distinguish over the 
prior art of Moyes. 
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Regarding claim 25: The method of claim 1, wherein said deforming step 
includes forming a molded plywood door skin having a substantially uniform thickness 
(Col. 5, lines 51-52). 

Regarding claim 26: The method of claim 1, wherein said deforming step 
includes forming a molded plywood door skin having a substantially uniform density 
(Col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jessica Laux whose telephone number is 571-272- 
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8228. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday, 9:00am to 
5:00pm (est). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Chilcot can be reached on 571-272-6777. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jeanette E Chapman/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3633 

/J. LV 

Examiner, Art Unit 3635 
02/14/2008 



